competitive advantage gained as an economic agent on markets. However, the idea of innovation systems (Malerba 2002; Lundvall 2007 ) building on the later work of Schumpeter (1942) and Freeman (1995) sees innovation arising from processes of more complex systems of user-producer connectivity (von Hippel 1976; Lundvall et al. 2002) . What these ideas have in common is that they build on the concept of open innovation to use the term of Eric von Hippel (1988) , and contrast earlier perception of innovation as a simple linier process or as one-source-only type of model. Most recently, Neo-Schumpeterian scholars have focused on innovation networks and interconnectivity (Pyka and Hanusch 2013; Ricard 2015) , in relation to building innovation capacity. Innovation or social innovation (when dealing with the public sector) is mostly described as an economic phenomenon, but behind it also lies a rationale that the social and more participatory processes that come from innovation reflects 'the type of social interactions which increases both the efficiency and the efficacy of the public sector' (Pyka and Hanusch 2013,30) .
While much talk and public-sector research is centred on why the public sector should change and what changes should be made (Bartlett and Dibben 2002) , little is known about how to tilt whole systems towards having greater innovation capacity. One research opportunity that has arisen out of this lack is the focus on public-sector environments (inside and outside government) that support innovation, including the role of leadership associated with innovation. Leaders are thought to be crucial for innovation, and the question of which leadership qualities are necessary to stimulate and implement innovation has been, and still is, an important question in practice and research (see Howell and Avolio 1993; Van Wart 2012; Tummers and Knies 2013) .
A staggering number of leadership qualities are mentioned in the leadership literature. In this article, we use a survey of 365 top-level public managers in three different cities -Copenhagen (Denmark), Rotterdam (the Netherlands) and Barcelona (Spain) -to identify which leadership qualities they consider to be important to public innovation. In all these countries, there is pressure from the government to innovate and to do better in a context of financial resources and adapt to demographic change. In the Netherlands and Denmark, decentralization has brought about a shift from central government to lower governmental tiers, which has been accompanied by budget cuts; while Spain has been the scene of major economic problems during the last 5-10 years. The three municipalities studied all differ regarding the country and type of city in which they are located, governance structures and leadership training, but they are similar enough to create an interesting comparison of public managers across municipalities. Whereas Copenhagen is the capital city of Denmark, Rotterdam is the second largest city in the Netherlands, after the capital Amsterdam. Barcelona is the capital city of Catalonia, an autonomous community in Spain. Spain has the strongest local governments of the three countries, while the other two countries have relatively strong local governments. Denmark is the 'most innovative' of these three, based on the European Commission Innovation Union Scoreboard 1 index, followed by the Netherlands, and Spain is ranked substantially lower than the other two cities.
In summary, public-sector innovation is now seen as important, and there is an urgent need to understand what supports it. Leadership is an important component of innovation capacity, along with the more usual structural and governance considerations, but it has not been widely studied in this context. The research question addressed in this article is: What leadership styles support public-sector innovation according to senior managers?
First, we distinguish between five theoretical perspectives on leadership, and then we investigate which of these emerge from the opinions gathered in our survey of three cities. This is built on a five-factor model of public leadership styles that are seen to support innovation. Second, we analyse the three cities separately with a view to uncovering which leadership styles were regarded as present in the different localities We show that there are common types that are thought to have been at play (or possibly that ought to be) when important innovations have arisen in all three municipalities, despite their differences. We then discuss the implications of the findings for further research within the limitations of the study.
Theoretical overview: leadership and innovation
Different perspectives on leadership tend to emphasize different activities that are essential to leadership as well as different perspectives on innovation. In general, a distinction is made between more rational or transactional leadership perspectives, on the one hand, creating stability and transformational leadership perspectives, on the other hand, steering through change processes. Transactional leadership perspectives tend to stress the exchange between leaders and followers, and the self-interest connected to these relationships, but also monitoring and planning processes that have to be defined (see Van Wart 2012, 89) . Transformational leadership perspectives share an emphasis on goals and performance with the transactional perspective, but they pay more attention to the charismatic characteristics of leaders and the symbolic processes needed to create change and transform organizations (Bass 1985 (Bass , 1997 Van Wart 2012) . Besides these two dominant perspectives, many authors also identify a more relational leadership perspective that emphasizes personal relations with followers and subordinates (see van Dierendonck 2011; Van Wart 2012; Tummers and Knies 2013) .
Recently, various authors have added a new leadership perspective that places greater emphasis on how public organizations change in response to turbulent environments. This perspective tends to focus more on the path dependency of (public) organizations, on the one hand and their operational capacity building to promote change, on the other hand (see Piening 2013) . We may call this a more entrepreneurial perspective on leadership. It relates to the transformational leadership perspective but focuses more on the search for new knowledge and the need to take risks. Surprisingly, however, the mainstream leadership literature seems to largely ignore the emphasis on collaboration and relationship building that is emphasized in the literature about governance, collaboration and networks in the public sector. This literature points out that actors have different perceptions about the nature of problems and desirable solutions to them, which means that problem-solving processes involve complicated negotiations in networks of (interdependent) actors that require very specific leadership qualities and actions (Gage and Mandell 1990; Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan 1997) . In contrast, much leadership literature focuses on leadership within organizations and so far has paid very little attention to the fast growing interorganizational collaboration and network governance perspectives that have become quite dominant in Public Administration research (Rhodes 1997; Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan 1997; Pierre 2000) and important to innovation (Osborne and Brown 2011; Lewis, Considine, and Alexander 2011) .
These considerations led us to identify five perspectives on public leadership that have special relevance for the topic of innovation: a transactional style, a transformational style, an interpersonal style an entrepreneurial style and a network governance style. We argue that each of these perspectives will give rise to different views on the following:
• The nature of leadership: What is the role of leaders and from where do they gain their legitimacy? • The main activities a leader should perform: What kinds of activities are the most important for leaders to perform? • Strategic direction: How is direction achieved in leadership -e.g. by setting goals or by creating joint learning activities? • How are innovations viewed? Table 1 provides a summary of the dimensions for each of the five leadership styles.
Transactional leadership perspectives: investigating change from above
In general, classic theories about leadership have a strong top-down character. They mostly assume that there is one best way to lead and that is through a directive leadership style. Transactional theories build on this approach, but pay more attention to the relationship between leaders and followers. Although in transactional approaches the leader is still presented as a supervisor who should be leading people in the organization, more attention is paid to the reward structure and legitimacy of the leader. In the transactional perspective, leaders rely mostly on rational incentives and strategies to obtain the desired performance, and the relationship between leaders and other actors is characterized by a clear hierarchy. Leaders try to steer by clarifying goals, monitoring the behaviour of subordinates and emphasizing taskoriented domains (Van Wart 2012) . Innovation clearly emanates from the leader and his/her ability to steer subordinates.
Transformational leadership: bringing change to organizations
The transformational perspective on leadership builds on earlier transactional perspectives that emphasize the relationship between leaders and followers but add a supportive style to complement the directive style. Transformational leadership strongly emphasizes the charismatic characteristics of leaders and claims that leaders must change the organization, and the people in it, in order to achieve the necessary goals (Tichy and Devanna 1990) . This means that leaders have to recognize the need for change and innovation, formulate visions and implement changes by motivating people within the organization (Bass 1985) .Thus, the transformational style places the leader in the centre as the core figure -the charismatic person around whom changes, and thus also innovations (and performance), take place. However, there is a supportive element in the theories about transformational leadership; see Bass (1985) , 1997), Leong and Fischer (2011) and Van Wart (2012) . Innovations in the transformational perspective are thus related to strong charismatic leaders who initiate change and thereby make a difference to the organization.
Interpersonal leadership: interacting with followers and being altruistic
Interpersonal or relationship-based theories of leadership emphasize how leaders interact with their employees and how they manage these relationships to get the best out of them (see Tummers and Knies 2013) . Characteristics such as humbleness, authenticity and stewardship are mentioned as core qualities of a leader, clearly distinguishing most interpersonal leadership perspectives from more transactional and transformational approaches to leadership (see van Dierendonck 2011; Van Wart 2012; Tummers and Knies 2013) . In this interpersonal perspective, the leader is a facilitator who builds relationships vis-à-vis the people in the organization, provides a moral example and is willing to take responsibility for the whole organization and its members (stewardship). Activities performed by leaders in this perspective mainly involve the empowerment of employees and fostering an atmosphere of trust and cooperation among employees (see van Dierendonck 2011). Innovation results from the creativity of the organization's followers and employees.
Entrepreneurial leadership perspective: transforming public organizations
Public-sector environments change rapidly due to frequent changes in policy or in the societal environment in which public organizations must operate (Pablo et al. 2007; Piening 2013) . The entrepreneurial perspective on leadership -which is strongly present in recent theories of dynamic capability, for instance, but also in work on more strategic styles of leadership (Van Wart 2012) -emphasizes the strategic capacity to act, but also points to the path dependency of organizations that can find themselves caught up in their past routines and organizational behaviour (Teece 2007; Piening 2013) . Seen from the entrepreneurial leadership perspective, leaders initiate change through strategic actions, reshaping organizational routines and (re)mobilizing resources. In this view, innovation is likely to be strongly related to leaders' ability to adapt the organization to a changing environment and to create organizational conditions that are conducive to change. In public organizations, these assets include the political environment but also the ability to obtain sufficient resources.
Network governance leadership style: binding actors to a joint solution
There is a broad consensus in the contemporary governance literature that (network) management or leadership is essential, and that the type of leadership and/or management required in networks and collaborative settings differs significantly from the classical image of organizational leadership (see Gage and Mandell 1990; Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan 1997; Pierre 2000) . Ansell and Gash (2008) talk about facilitating leadership: by this, they mean that the task of a leader is to mediate between actors and empower the collaboration process. Thus, the leadership and management style appropriate in networks and collaborative processes is one of facilitating, activating actors and necessary resources, and enhancing their collaboration (see also Huxham and Vangen 2005; Gage and Mandell 1990; Agranoff and McGuire 2001) . Here, the leader is someone who carefully examines the network of available actors, connects them to each other, facilitates exploration of solutions to address problems and engages the involved actors in order to deploy the resources needed for implementation . Consequently, they have to build trust and cooperation among actors with different perceptions of the problems in question, different ideas about the most desirable solutions to them and different interests (McGuire and Agranoff 2011; Koppenjan and Klijn 2004; . Innovations, in this view, are achieved by collaborative leaders who connect actors and necessary information and are able to share their success with others.
Five leadership styles
Building on earlier leadership research, we identified these five theoretical styles and derived a list of leadership qualities. In that regard, one of the most influential scholars in developing our questionnaire items on transformational leadership was Bass (1997; see also Howell and Avolio 1993) , who focused on three main dimensions: charisma, being inspirational and individual considerations. Recent studies like Leong and Fischer's (2011) study which investigates whether the transformational leader is universal, and the study by Stanley Wong (2013) on the role of management in innovation (and especially Bass 1997) served as further inspiration in developing our questionnaire items. Our leadership quality items are shown in Table 2 . Some leadership qualities in Table 2 fit with more than one leadership perspective, reflecting the theoretical overlap between the perspectives. The visionary character, for instance, fits both in the transformational and the entrepreneurial leadership perspectives. Some attributes were expected to be negatively correlated to certain perspectives, such as a short-term perspective, being authoritative, always following procedure and taking all decisions alone.
Methods and data analysis: the survey of three municipalities A survey of 365 respondents among the top level of public managers in Copenhagen, Rotterdam and Barcelona municipalities was used to collect information for this study. The number of respondents is sufficient for scale development purposes, following Nunnally and Bernstein's (1994) guideline that 300 is an adequate number. The response rates were approximately 40 per cent in both Copenhagen and Rotterdam and only 28 per cent in Barcelona 2 (see Table 3 ). Building on the ideas of innovation as a path breaker (a creative destruction) and a learning process, the respondents were given the following definition of innovation: 'the process from ideas to successful implementation of these, which makes a substantial difference to an organization's understanding of the societal needs it is addressing and the services it delivers'. An English version of the questionnaire was created first, and the questions were then translated into Danish, Dutch and Catalan, for use in Copenhagen, Rotterdam and Barcelona, respectively. The translations and the data were carefully handled by the authors of this paper. The survey consisted of twenty-three leadership attributes derived from the five theoretical concepts and then translated into practical statements. A Table 2 . Leadership qualities aligned with the five theoretical perspectives. five-point Likert scale was used, with respondents asked to rate these statements in relation to the degree to which they perceived the attributes to be present in the municipality, in relation to leadership and past innovations in the municipality. The overall question they were asked before presenting these statements was: 'Thinking about your administration/municipality in relation to important innovations, to what degree do you think the leadership (both politicians and administrators) has displayed the following qualities and behaviours?' The survey was addressed to both politicians and administrators in all three municipalities. However, there are relatively few politicians working full time in the municipality compared to the number of senior administrators -and we got few replies. The few politicians in our sample were therefore taken out (two in Copenhagen, nine in Rotterdam and seven in Barcelona). Based on the formulation of the question, respondents should be referring to leadership qualities that they think were present within their municipality, in regard to the innovations that they were familiar with. Following the nature of this question, it should be emphasized that the responses are senior managers' perceptions of the leadership qualities they think were present when important innovations were happening: this is not the same as responding in terms of what was, or was not, empirically carried out and evaluated as successful or unsuccessful in regard to innovation.
To avoid common method bias, the order of the items was randomized in the online survey in Copenhagen and Barcelona, so that the items appeared in a different order for each manager answering the statements, but this was not the case for Rotterdam. However, we found no systematic bias/peculiarities that might have made the sequence less reliable.
As noted earlier, the three municipalities in this study reflect different geographical areas and state and society traditions, which are likely to influence their innovation environments. The empirical research strategy therefore builds on first defining the groups of leadership attributes reported by our respondents, and then examining differences between the three municipalities.
The selection was guided by both theoretical and practical reasons. We included a southern European and two northern European countries in the study. The research was part of a large European research project and these were the cities that were selected for the overall research proposal. The advantage of this was that we had researchers active in each city, with established contacts with people in the municipalities, and the ability to work in their native language which turned out to be very important to gather the data.
As noted earlier, the countries and the cities themselves all vary in regard to national and local government structures, and their innovation scores, but are not so different as to be inappropriate for comparative analysis leadership and innovation.
We used the five perspectives outlined in the theoretical section (a 'top-down' approach) to test whether they could be observed empirically in the survey responses. This was done using an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using dimensions reduction with principal axis factoring (promax rotation). In performing dimension reductions moving from twenty-three scale items (observed variables) to three factors, all analyses were performed using covariance matrices. Reliability analysis on each of the five types was used to examine which factors were coherent and which were not. We then moved from the pattern matrix in the EFA to a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to see how well this hypothesized five-factor model fitted the data and to examine the correlations between the five latent constructs testing the model fit. We did this on the whole sample with all three cities combined since we had no a priori hypotheses about why these should differ from place to place. Following this analysis, we used an EFA for each city separately to examine leadership types (a 'bottom-up' approach). In this step, we wanted to test whether different combinations of items appeared in the different cities, on the basis of covariance, rather than related to the hypothesized five leadership styles outlined earlier in this paper.
Testing five ideal types of leadership for innovation

Exploratory factor analysis
Measuring scales were adapted from the leadership literature and modified to meet the needs of this study focusing on leadership and innovation. To ensure that these modifications would not negatively impact on the quality of the study, an EFA: principal axis factoring extraction with promax rotation and Kaiser normalization was performed to extract factors. 3 The scree plot suggested that a two-factor solution was appropriate (following the curve where the elbow bends in the scree plot), while four factors had eigenvalues >1. We experimented with three-, four-and five-factor solutions. The three-factor solutions gave us too much overlap in differentiating between the five theoretical concepts. For the four-factor solution, the rotated pattern matrix indicated that the motivational factors from the interpersonal concept (dedicated to colleagues and willing to sacrifice self-interest) loaded together with two important items of the network governance styles (works collaboratively and includes others in key decisions). In the literature, interpersonal leadership styles are very much about internal organizational processes, whereas network governance is about interorganizational relations. The fifth factor has an eigenvalue close to 1 (0.948). Since we have postulated five theoretical leadership concepts, we used the five-factor model in the results that follow. Table 4 shows the factor loadings of the scales with the five factors extracted (the first factor being the strongest and the fifth being the weakest), and with factor loadings below 0.3 supressed to facilitate interpretation. These five factors explain 59 per cent of the data set. 4 Appendix provides an analysis of how close we were to getting the items on the same scales as predicted. The most notable difference was the interpersonal/ motivational concept that, in theory, overlapped significantly with the other concepts. In the empirical test (the EFA), the charisma characteristic was strongly related to transformational leadership styles, while the motivational factor denoted almost exclusively altruistic qualities loaded on one factor (number 4) -so in the following the items belonging to this factor are called the 'altruistic leadership style'.
Reliability analysis
To examine how well the variables conform to the five scales we postulated, we also tested the reliability of the items using Cronbach's α score (Tabachnick and Fidell 2014) . In four out of the five scales, the degree of reliability was high -0.85 for transformational, 0.79 for entrepreneurial, 0.74 for interpersonal skills that almost reflected the altruistic motivational variable and 0.68 for network governance which is just below the 0.7 desirability level for further analysis (Nunnally 1978) . However, Nunnally (1988) indicates that newly developed measures can be accepted with an α value of 0.60, in an exploratory study like this, and Howell and Avolio (1993) observe that in the case of large samples (defined as more than 200) even this guideline is frequently relaxed. The fifth scale (transactional) was not as coherent, producing an α of 0.44 when each of the five items expected to be related to this scale was included. This was the lowest score for our scales, possibly indicating that it could be removed as not significant for innovation. The scales and their reliability scores are shown in Table 5 . Table 5 shows that the correlations between the five scales are in most cases reasonably high, with the exception being the transactional factor. The transformational and altruistic factors have the highest correlations with the other scales, with the network governance and entrepreneurial factors not far behind. The observation that various leadership scales correlate with each other is supported by others (e.g. see Knippenberg and Sitkin 2013) .
Confirmatory factor analysis
To further test whether the structure of the measures was acceptable, a CFA was used. In the CFA, we used a structural equation model (SEM) (and the software AMOS 18) to specify our five-factor model, based on the exploratory and reliability analyses presented above, indicating which variables load on which factors and which factors are correlated. The measurements then depend on the accuracy of the specifications on which the analysis is based. In contrast to EFA, only CFA can estimate models where two or more latent variables are assumed to covary. It directly estimates factor covariances, and control for these covariances in the calculation of parameters for items, such as our factor loadings (Kline 2010) . The fit indices of the model are used to assess the fit of the measures to the data. We then get a goodness-of-fit measure of our data in relation to this model.
Our model (see Figure 1 ) uses the same five ideal types of leadership, and the data gathered using the twenty-three scale items on leadership, as for the previous analysis (the EFA). The CFA model is used to test its goodness of fit to the SEM shown in Figure 1 . We then looked at possible modifications to optimize the goodness of fit, following the reliability analysis in Table 5 . Appendix provides an overview of the final items in the five-factor model. Taking a closer look at the correlations of variables which load on the transactional factor (pattern matrix in Table 4 ), there was room for improvement following the test results.
Next, only items with correlations above 0.4 were included in the model -except for (P) works collaboratively with 0.37 that was included as theoretically very important for the network governance construct (and worked well in the model). Being more strict on constraints of the transactional construct, the following two variables -(H) good at gathering information and (I) is problem-oriented -were removed because these had fairly low loadings (0.39 and 0.42) in the factor analysis but even lower in the SEM model using AMOS (see test results of model optimized 1 in Table 6 ).
Several recommended measures of model fit were used. For the tested model, it is suggested that the four goodness-of-fit tests -CFI, NFI, TLI and GFI (see Table 6 for an explanation of these) -should be close to or higher than 0.90 to demonstrate an acceptable fit. It is also recommended that the RMSEA should be preferably lower than 0.06. However, it has recently been suggested by scholars that a score below 0.10 reflects an acceptable fit and below 0.08 reflects an excellent one (see Byrne 2012; Kline 2010) . Our model meets these criteria. Furthermore, a value <5 for the CMIN/ DF (χ/df) ratio should be obtained. Additionally, it is good practice to check modifications of the residuals. Following Figure 1 , the following unobserved variables was set to covary; e10 to e11; e3 to e5; e17 to e18; and, finally, e2 to e3. These were all on the same constructs, and we could then covary the model's predicted variables in order to modify these residuals (see test results of model optimized 2).
The five-factor model met the recommended cut-offs for four of the six fit indices, only falling slightly short in regard to two others (NFI and TLI). Based on these findings, the five-factor model should be considered as a reasonable representation of the leadership constructed domains (scales). We conclude that the items, together with the five theoretical concepts, serve as a reasonable framework for exploring the perceptions of leadership styles among senior managers in the three government municipalities of Copenhagen, Rotterdam and Barcelona.
Individual cities: EFA for the three cities
In the analyses that follow, both principal component analysis with varimax rotation and principal axis factoring with promax rotation and Kaiser normalization were used to analyse the data for each city (see Tabachnick and Fidell 2014) . The principal axis factor results are shown as the results from these give a clean matrix focusing on the difference (and not the likelihood) between the factors and the promax (oblique) rotation as some factors were related. In each case, a scree plot curve of the eigenvectors showed that three factors were appropriate (based on where the elbow of the graph was located) rather than using all the factors with an eigenvalue >1 (4 for Copenhagen, 5 in Rotterdam and 6 for Barcelona). Only factor loadings with a magnitude of 0.40 and higher are included for ease of interpretation in Tables 7-9 . Table 7 shows the results of the factor analysis for Copenhagen. It shows that there is one very strong factor for Copenhagen, which explains 36.6 per cent of the variance and involves a group of variables that relate to interpersonal leadership styles such as commitment, motivation, intelligence and collaboration. This has been labelled the 'dedicated motivator'. The second innovation leadership type relates to the 'entrepreneurial' leadership style which allows mistakes by employees with a view to promoting learning. This type of leader does not always follow procedures, but is willing to take risks. The third leadership type, labelled the 'the long-term planner', relates both to the transformational and entrepreneurial leadership styles, displaying a long-term perspective and being visionary. Both these factors explain only small proportions of the variance -7.1 and 5.7, respectively (Box 1). Notes: Signpost: CFI, comparative fit index; NFI, normed fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA, root mean square error of the approximation; IFI, Bollen's incremental fit index; CMIN/df, ratio of χ 2 to degrees of freedom. PCLOSE = 0.000 (probability level) but this is due to the large sample size of n = 365. The analysis for Rotterdam, (see Table 8 ) provides quite a different picture of what kind of leadership characterizes the municipality. The first factor explains 27.1 per cent of the variance, and is labelled the 'the transformational leader', the second explains 10.0 per cent and is labelled the 'collaborative-motivator', and the third explains 6.8 per cent and is labelled the 'long term planner' (Box 2). The first and second factors are very similar to the committed-motivator type found in Copenhagen but split into a transformational style of leadership and a more collaborative/network style of leadership. The third style of leadership, resembles the third factor in Copenhagen but has more characteristic from the transformational style.
The Barcelona analysis (see Table 9 ) offers yet another picture of views on leadership and innovation. In the Barcelona sample, a network governance entrepreneurial leadership type (called the collaborative entrepreneur) is the strongest factor, and a mix of transformational and motivator type is the second strongest (called the transformational leader). The collaborative entrepreneur factor explains 30.4 per cent of the variance, the transformational leadership type explains 11.6 per cent and the third factor which explains 8.9 per cent is labelled the transactional leadership type having an almost classic rational leadership approach (Box 3).
Barcelona stands out by having a clean 'rational type' of transactional leadership on its third factor but it is also the weakest type (explaining only 8.7 per cent of the variance). In summary, we found that all three cities shared some form of motivational, entrepreneurial, network governance and transformational leadership style -but Copenhagen had the strongest perception of leadership styles with an altruistic motivational skills factor appearing as the strongest set of qualities that are important for innovation, based on the views of the public managers in our survey. 
Discussion and conclusion
In this paper, we have developed and tested five perspectives on leadership for innovation in the public sector. We have shown that of the five hypothesized perspectives four of these could be observed empirically using data from three cities in different nations. The perspective that was least convincing as a scale was the transactional type, which encapsulates a view of leadership that relies mostly on rational approaches, incentives and strategies to obtain the desired performance, and a clear hierarchical relationship between leaders and other actors. Given the contemporary predominance of other forms of leadership in the literature and in practice, it is perhaps not surprising that this perspective received little support from the respondents to the survey. Future work on leadership for innovation in the public sector might consider trying different items to capture this dimension in order to determine whether it is simply not very salient, or whether this is related to our scale items.
The second analysis in this paper examined whether we could find these leadership scales in three cities with disparate governance tradition and organizational structures, and if so what would be the differences and similarities? The study reveals that leading innovation in public-sector environments is not perceived to require exactly the same skills in these different cities, despite the respondents in each case being in similar positions in these municipalities. Copenhagen was the most different, with a strong first factor based on interpersonal and network perspectives. The strongest factors in Rotterdam and Barcelona show more items from the transformational perspective (visionary, takes initiative) that play a more minor role in Copenhagen.
However, while Copenhagen managers nominated a more altruistic collaborative style than Barcelona and Rotterdam, it is clear that the collaborative element is also important in all three cities. In Rotterdam, it is strongly present in the second factor, and in Barcelona it is a very visible part of the first factor (the strongest). Across the three cities, it seems that leadership style for innovation is mostly perceived as a mix of a transformational leadership style that emphasizes visionary leadership and is inspirational, along with a more collaborative/interpersonal leadership style that provides intellectual stimulation, is willing to risk mistakes by employees and emphasizes the leadership qualities of working collaboratively. In this sense, our findings differ from research on transformational leadership styles reported from the private sector and from the tone of much of the current public-sector literature. Our findings thus provide a more nuanced picture compared to existing research. They show strong similarities in the selected leadership qualities of the senior managers in regard to innovation. One likely explanation for this could be that despite culture-and country-specific characteristic, the leadership literature that senior public managers are exposed to through their training and professional development is similar in all three contexts. That is, they all might have read the same texts and ideas about what is (in theory) positively associated with being a successful leader. On the other hand, given that these are all senior managers in municipal governments, they are all likely facing similar challenges to some extent, even though they are in different European countries.
Given the emphasis currently being placed on leading change and innovation in the public sector, we argue that this study makes an important contribution to understanding how public managers understand leadership and innovation. Recent studies are becoming more critical towards the idea of transformational leadership (see Knippenberg and Sitkin 2013) . With this and our findings in mind, we argue that it is time to broaden the perspective of leadership research in the public sector beyond the transformational type and to look for other important qualities such as risk, motivation and network governance skills rather than visionary leadership alone.
Limitations and future research
Innovation is not a simple, unproblematic or value-free concept, and its increasing use to cover a multitude of changes, reforms and other responses to perceived crises is only making research on public-sector innovation more important. For this study, we have provided no empirical reporting of defined innovations or innovative activity, or evaluations of outcome emanating from the three cities/municipalities in the study. The article is based on self-reported data and is thus about the normative opinions of senior municipal governments managers on leadership qualities in relation to innovation, based on their direct experiences, within the set of conceptual leadership choices offered. Thus, the article does not provide evidence to conclude whether the leadership styles perceived as the most important are also actually evaluated as successful or unsuccessful for innovation, or whether these are what is actually implemented in these municipalities. Given the nature of our questions, our data do not allow us to confirm that these qualities are what actually spur innovation, and neither was this what we set out to do. Further, we do not make any claims about the generalizability of these findings to public managers in other municipalities or in other public-sector organizations.
What our results do suggest is the existence of identifiable public leadership styles which are regarded as promoting innovation in these three municipal governments. They also suggest a need to go beyond the current emphasis on transformational leadership and to consider other leadership skills that might be just as important for innovation in the public sector.
The three municipalities of Copenhagen, Rotterdam and Copenhagen are all three Western societies and the municipalities' administrations are to be considered as modern administrations. The common attributes for these three modern public administrations probably show how the current leadership literature spreads the policy process and is currently working on the debate surrounding performance measurement. She is currently the Vice President (Australia and New Zealand) of the International Research Society for Public Management, and a member of the Executive of the Australian Political Studies Association.
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